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- Y LA survey was conducted in February 1975 in order to determlne ﬁhe )

T

whether or not there is a need for ihpsenwmce Wngsv

: 1
qu,s£i¢nna1res we;e

e 1

In order to obtain the deéitEd

. . '\')

ED113188

L ‘y ¢ .
sécgn ary teachers
in Nevada.

o

mentary and secondary (pre- serv1ce),neth?ds st?dents
2l ;,‘I ;

The data obtained frqmﬁthe,flrst questlonnalre is shown in

-«","’“ . “«? 5
" Table I'below. o 1 c

at the University’ of \

Nevada, Reno.
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. _.I NEED FOR METRIC WORKSHOP QUESTIONNAIRE
\
1. Have you had a college course in whlch the metrlc system was "taught or used?
# - (a), Elementary Teachers Yes ___No .
. 1. Rural populatlon -0 ) g - 25(20.5%) 97(79.57")
' .. 2. large population " 38(26.2%) 1107(73.8%) °
3. Medium population : 14(13.7%) ~88486.3%)
(b) Junior High Teachers /.’ o 33(51.5%) 31(48.5%)
. (c) High School Teachers, 49(66.2%) . 25(33.8%)
(d) Elementary Math 'Methods Students 7(16 3%) - 36(83.7%)
(e) Secondary Math Methdds Students ' 76.590) - 4(23 '5; i
' . ' g - — ‘ Chi é d =97, 945% Sign Level= 001
- 2. Do you feel qualified tg9 teach arithmetic ( or science courses in which the ;
b - metric system is taught, or used? : . o E
' (a) Elementary Teachers . - _Yes ’ No ~ "
1. Rural population ) o ) {27(21.1%) 101€78.9%)
2. large population - - 39(27.5%) . 103(72.5%) -
" — 3« Medium population o £ 19(18.8%)- -82(81.2%)
(b) Junior High Teachers 33(58.9%) 23(41.1%)
(c) High School Teachers , .54 (74%) 19(26%)
(d) Elementary Math Methods Students’ 2(4. 5% 42(95.4%)
(e) * Secondary Math Methods Students - 9(52. 9A) 8(47. 172 ' :
v o Chi Sqd.=106.782 Sign Level= .00
3. Did you know that in 1974 Congress passed a law stating the " education systems
should be encouraged to provide metric education foy students?. %
(a) Elementary Teachers N : No j
1. Rural population \\‘\9 80.3%) 24(19.7%) i
2. large population . 120(85.1%) 21(14.9%) |
.3.~ Medium p0pqlat10n 89(86.4%) 14(13.2%) 3
(b)Y Junior High Teachers 50(80. 6%,) 12(19 4%) i
“(c) High School Teachers . ’ 58(77.3%) 17(22.7%) |
(d) Elementary Math Methods St,udents 26(17 27) 18(41% !
(e) _Secondary Math Methods Students 12(70 6%) 5(29_47%) %
Chi Sqd.= g5.4856 Sign Level_ 0'01 :
4. D1d you know that the Nevada State Textbook Commission has recommended that ;
all textbooks adopted after January 1, 1976 have the metric system as the -
primary system of-measurement? B : i
/ (a) Elementary Teachers Yes * ~ . No %
) 1. Rural population 69(52.7%) 62 (47.3%) *:
" Large population 68(48.2%) 73(51.8%) |
k Medlumqupulatlon 70(59.3%) ~ 31(30.7%) :
(B) Junior High Teachers 23(37.1%) 39(62. 9% ;
(c) High School Teachers' - 37(49.3%) 38(50 7”% ;
(@) ETementary Math Methods Students o 8 (17.27) 36(71.8%) g
~ (e) Secondary Math Methods Students o, -3 (18.7%) 15(83.3%) |
‘ Ch1 Sqd.= 51.5339 Sign Level= Q01
5. How adequately prepared in the metric system are students when they commence k 3
the school year in your class? '
o : : Very well Fairly well Inadequately " Not |
(a) Elementary Teachers, Prepared  Prepared Prepared Prepared }
5 1. Rural population 0(0%)  2(12.5%) 25(29.4%) 100(38%) .,
2. large population 0¢07)"  9(56.2%) 35(41.2%)  90(34.2%) _ |
3. Medium population v0(0%) . 5(31.3% 25(29.4%) 73(27.8%)
(b) Junior High Teachers - 0(0%) 6(9.5%) 34047.2%) 23(36.5%) -
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! ., ‘ s . ' ' Very well Tairly'weil Inadequately Not, ~
% . Prepared’ Ptggared Prepared -Prepared
. ¥ . ' R b
(c) High School Teachers v T 0(0%y ‘6(8#1%) .f 39(52.5%) '29(39.2%)
E (d) - Elementary Math Methods Students "2(6.7%) 3(10%) .1224013 13243,3%3
(e) Secondary Math Meahods Students 0(0%) . 1(8n3%) < 9(75% -~ 2(16.7%
’ " Chi Sqd.= 84.6902 Sign level= -.001
. - 6. Hoé,much are you now teaching the metric system to your) ;udents7 i .
' . "Alot A uitttg’ 'None At All
'(a) Elementary Teachers : . ' - . =4 -
..l. Rural population 4(33.3%) 77(37 4&) 47(32.2%) s !
) - : 2. Large population. v 5(41.7%) 83(40.3%)- 54(37%) ‘ '
s 3. Meqjym population 3(25.0%) 46(2253%) 45(30.8%) < ‘
(b) Junior High Teachers s 10(16. 1%) 41(66%)  11(17.8%) - o
: (c) High School Teachers =~ 25(33.3%) 39(52%) “11(14. J%)
‘ (d) Elementary Math Methods Students , 2(6.7%) . - 4(13.8%) 24(80%)
' _ (e) Secondary Math Methods Students 5(29.4%) 9(52‘9%),, 3(17.7%)

Chi Sqd.=110s223

Sign leve1= .001

7. If a federally funded in-serVice ourse in. metric education were offered by the

8.

. ’B.

(e) "Secondary Math Methods Students

[+

Cﬁi Sqd-=52-3499

\ 4 University of Nevada, Reno, would ou attend it?
A. If it were in your county: Yes ‘ g

(a) Elementary Teachers , L ' ' .
1. Rural populatiom - 125(96 .2%) 5(3.8%) ;El
2. Large population . .=~ 122(87.1%) 18(12.9%)
3. Medium population’ L 82(88.2%) 1T(1i. 8%)

(b) Junior High Teachers’ 51(85%) - 8(15%)

“(c) High School Teachers - 62(87.3%) . 8(12.7%) .~!

"(d) " ‘Elementary Matlk Methods.Students. 31(75.6%) 10(24.3%)

10(62.5%) 6(37.5%)

Sign 1eve1— _ .001

If it were offered on the University of Nevada, Reno\campus

(a) - Elementary Teachers, Yes ° No -
. 1. Rural population - 34(33%) 69(67%) .
2. Large population 9(7.8%) 106(92.2%) .
X 3. ‘ Medium population 75(84.3%) 14(15.7%)
(b) Junior High Teachers -26(49.1%) 4 27(509%) -
(c) High SchooI*Teachers 29(55.8%) 23(44.2%) i
(d) Elementary Math Methods §tudents’  35(83.3%) 7(16.7%) -
(e) Secondary Mith Methods ‘Students =~ 15(100%) 0(0%)
. g " = Chi Sqd.—4d>1507 . Sign level= 4
"How great is the ne&d for placing more emphas1s on the metric system in ele<" =

mentary mathematics c1asses7

t

" Neelfed

N T Very No
- ’ C <o Great Somewhat *-Need
(a) Elementary Teachers o : . :
¢ 1. Rural population "~ 75(35.7%) 41(30.6%) . 3(37.5%)
-~ 9. Large population 74(35.2%) . 55(41.0%) 3(37.5%)
3. Medium population 61(29.1%) 38(28.4%) '2(25.0%)
(b) Junior High Teachers 36(60%) -, 22(36.7%). 2(3.3%) B
! . .
. 41 ' “s ; e .
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(d)
(e)

] (a)

-

(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

%

-

7. ' ) .
High School Teachers .
:Elementary Math Methods Students
Secondary Math Methods Students

. P N

~

..
-

N 4,
: L.

Very Needed - No
Great Somewhat Need
45(62.59%)  26(36.1%) 101.4%)
28(59.6%) 8(22.2%) - 0(0%)
14(82.4%,) 3(17.6%) 0(0%)

Lhi Sqd.= 6.2381

No

Elementary -Teachers

1. Rural population
*2. Large population
3. Medium population
Juniot High Teachers
High School. Teachers <
Elementary Math Methods Students
Secoridary Math Methods ¢Students

+ 13(10.6%)

26(21%)

28(29.5%) ‘
16 (27.6%) ‘
26(36.1%)

7(21.2%)

8(66.7%) *

110(89.4%)
98(79%)

167(70.5%) _

42(72.4%)
46(63.9%)
26(78.8%)

4(33.3%)

Chi Sqd.= 19.6604 Sign level- .00l
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"The primary emphasis of the first analysis of questionnaires was .to
Vdetermine if‘fhe need for metric workshops for elementary teachers of

Nevada was confined to a specific geographic area such as rural or metro-

S

politan (medium and‘large population)‘c%irties; An analysisﬁof the data

_i&dicated the;following:. ‘ ) . ‘ ’ ; . .h
'a. In rural and metropolitan counties (mediﬁm and large popula-

tions) most elementary ‘teachers had not had a college course in the metric

<

.

P . : ) "G . . . K
- system. o ‘ + : . . : :
, ) ~s RS ) ) - . - .
b.. Most of the elementary teachers of Nevada participating in this

‘

?- survey did not feel qualified to teach an' arithmetic or science course , ; . .

" in which the metric system was taught or used. ' ) N ( e

s o

c; Rural counties indicated students were inadequately prepared in

.e -

the metric system.' . ' : : y " o

PP : y . -

e ) d. Rural and metropolitaggelementary teachers dgreed they Gould_»\. s .
: attend an in-service metric workshop if offered in their county. RS
bt ) . . i . . ;

T e, A majority of both rural and metropolitan elementary teachers did

1

‘not feel adequabe guidelines, course outlines and materials were avail-

-
-

able to them fon-teaching the metric system in their classroom.

’ . R . / . M .
‘An inferénce which may be drawn' from this, analysis is that there izij\.\

a need for in-service workshops on the metric system by'both rural and

.

metrOpolitan (medium and large population) eLementary teachers of'§m§%da,
T, as almost all teachers 1ndicated they would¥attend an in-service metric

‘13_ workshopuif offered in their home county.

3 v
o

_ e ;A second questionnaire was administered simultaneously'with the first
0 a ’ ) ’
':4& questionnai e, This was admini§tered to determine the present knowledge and .

L N

.

"ability of these elementary teachers from rural and metropolitan areas of <
2 y

. ' Nevada on tHe metric system. The questions and responses to this question-
e : . ."*.

-~

\

‘naire are in-Table II. . R ' ) .




MR AT ETMT e T e

S ggerart

(a)

b)
c)
(d)
(e)

(a)

(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)’

¢

v

KNOWLEDGE OF METRIC SYSTEM QUESTIONNAIRE

;:a;::}hna

~

The average lineman in t

.
b.
c.
d.
e.

|

15 kilograms
115 kilograms
225 kilograms
325°kilograms
425 kilograms

Elementary Teachers
1. Rural population
2.. Large population
3. Medium populstion
Junior High Teachers
High School Teachers

Elementary Math Methods Students
Secondary Math Methods Students

[4 » ‘ . . N
The-height of the average American male:

de

b.

11

1.85 éentimetqrs

. 185 meters

X

Elementary Teachers
1. Rural populations
2. Large populations
3. Medium populations
Junior High Teachers
High School Teachers

Elementary Math Methods Students
Secondary Math Methods. Students

a.
b.
C.
d.
e.

c. 1.85 meters
d. 18.5 meters
e. 18-5 C

entimeters

.

80 liters\ .
180 liters

8 liters

8 liters _
1800 liters

TN

Correct Responses

N

i o y £
1 Football League weighsr*

-—

53(39.5%éff_1.

63(44.4%)
.52(51.5%)
- 46(7647%)
61(81.3%)
10(22.7%)
10(55.6%)
Chi Sqd.=63.8386

A

Correct Responses

. "Incorrect Resporises

81(60.5%)
79(55.6%)
49(48.5%)"
t4(23.3%)
14(18.7%)
34(77.3%)
8(44.4%)

Sign level= .001‘

Incorrect Responses

70(52.2%)
81(57%)

57(56 .4%)

54(90%)
72(97.3%)
23(53.3%)

17(94.4%) .
"Chi Sqd.= 74.2558

3. The Average American car gasoline tank holds:
. ” ’ .

64(47.8%)

61(43%)

44(43.1%)
6(10%)
2(2.7%)

21(47.7%)
1(5.6%)

Sign level= .001 )
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' ' ' Corredt Responses VIncﬁrreéf»Rgsggnses;_/
: ‘ ) ' SR
; i (a) 'Elementary Teachers _ . U
1. Rural populations 69(51.1%) . - 66(48.9%) -
2. Large populations . ~ 80(56:3%) - 62(43:7%) s
3. Medium populations ‘ : 57(56.4%) 44(43.1%)- -
(b) Junior High Teachers 47(78.3%) 13(21.7%) . &
(c) High School Teachers ) 69(90.8%) 7(9.2%) .
(d) Elementary Math Methods.Students 11(25%). 33(75%) .
) (e) Secondary Math Methods Students 10(55.6% - T 8(44.47)
s | Chi Sqd.= g4,5355 Sign level=" g0y
4. Match the below numbqré to the letters: B ‘
- . ' . ’ {\
a. meter , 1. .00l meter
. b. centimeter. 2. .0l meter )
. " c. millimetér , 3. 39.37 inches
d. kilometer ' 4. .1 meter
e. decimeter 5. 1000 meter

p W
Correct Responses Incorrect Responses

(a) Elementary Teachers—_

1. Rural populations : L 68(54.7%) 56(45.2%)
2. Large populations . 83(58.5%) 59(41.5%) -
| 3. Medium populatlgns ; ) 63(62.4%) 38(37.6%)
(b). Junior High Teachers ’ 53(88.3%) ' 7(11.7%)
P (c) High School Teachers 68(90.7%) 7(9.3%)
(d) Elementary Math Methods Students 15(34%) ' 29(66%)
(e),S¢condary Math Methods Students 14(77.8%) o 4(22.2%)

' Chi Sqd.= 60.9165 Sign level= -001
? » ) ) 5} . o ) 7 . ~ .
5. The t%Ziigature onéa hot day in central Nevada is about:
‘ a. 27° Celsius
b. 212° Celsius
c. 37° Celsius

]

- d. 100° Celsius ‘ . .
‘ e. 47° Celsius o ~
LN : s Correct Respoﬁses Incorrect Regponéés
- QB ' ¢a) Elementary Teachers 0 ¢ .
¥ , 1. Rural populations 24(17.9%) 110(82.1%)
. a 2 ~~Jarge populations- . - 22(15.5%) -~ . 120(84.5%)
3. jum populations , 20(19.8%) 81(80.2%)
(b) Junior High’Teachers . 26(43.3%) 34(56.7%)
_**. - (c) High School Teachers L 37(50%) ' . 37(50%)
(d) Elementary Math Methods Students o 4(9%) 40(91%)
, (e) Secondary Math Methods Students S 8(44.47) 10(55.6%)
: . . Chi Sqd.= 37.3975 Sign level= ,001
6. Wh;t does MKS stand for? . ' ' .
. . . . v
' . Correct Responses Incorrect Responses
r (a) Eleméntary Teachers : ' ,
l. Rural populations 5(3.8%)" 128(96.2%)
o 2. Large populations ' ) 4(2.8%) ) 138(97.2%)

EMC ) 3. Medium populations : R 3(37.) . . 98(q’7%)

kY
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: . ) : , J‘Correéﬁvkéépohseé _Incorrect Respongles  ;?/ ’
(b) Junior High Teachers __ o¥ 9(15%) . - | , 51(854)
(c) High Schopl Teachers * T 34(46.6%) : ' 39(53.4%)
(d) Elementary-Math Methods' Students @ 0(0%) '_ 44]100%);,‘
(e) Secondary Math Methods Students . 4(22.2%) ‘ 7;314(77.8%) .
' o kChi 8qd.= 131.455 Sign level= .001 .
7. What does SI stand for? . - ) - - v .
¢ - . R
F ) Correct Responmses Incarrect Responses
(a) Elementary Teachers S R : . e -, .
( 1. Rural populations T 5(348%) o 128(96.2%) ="+ i
; 2. Large populations . . 0(0%) 142(100%) }‘J
"+ 3. Medium populations Cea - 6(5.9%) . / 95(94. IA) '
'(b) Junior High Teachers S T 6€10%) § 54(90%) ©
(c) High School Teachers : o 2l(28%) . ‘ 54(72%): =
(d) Elementary Math Methods Students 0 (OA}. \ Lo : 44(100%) .
(e) Secondary Math Methods Students’ 2(11.1%) L 16(88. 9%) o
‘ : Chi Sqd.= 63.4844 Sign level— 001" ’
T L -
a &

‘.nf»J
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. otions r71ated ﬁo,Celsius temperatore,and the meaning of MKS and SI.

*

.

-

- o

9.

~

With‘resﬁeqsgto elementary teachers, the responses to these questions

‘indicated: _ - » | %

Aa; Even though teachers from metropolitan areas did somewhat better,

there was no significant difference bet eeﬁ the rural and metropolitan

ledge and’ ability ‘on the questions related to meters, kilograms and liters.

ba Most of the rural and metropolitan (medium and large population) .

.county elementaryfteacne!; were unable to respond correctly to the ques-

- The inferences to 'be drawn from this data concur with the previous

;-

~conclusion that there is a need, for in-service metric workshops'for

Nevada elementary. teachers from both rural and metropolitan counties,

even though the teachers from the metropolitan areas showed a somewhat o
greater. knowledge of the metric system. ’ o ' !

B ’ - e
A comparison between responses made by teachers at different levels//// g
! - S _ pd : i
indicated: —_— ‘ : ’/(/ %ﬁ |

‘

a. Most elementary teachers of Nevada had not taken a coliege course

in the metricwkystem. However, a maJority of both the Jup{6; high and

/

senior high teachers had taken such a course. ’ e o ‘
'b. In comparison to junior and secondary teachers of Nevada, most

elementary teachers of Nevada felt less qualified to teach the metric . .
. , . \
1 - )

c. Nevada elementary teachers were more aware that the Nevada State

system.

Textbook Commission had recommended that all textbooks adOpted.after

-

January 1, 1976, have the metric system as the primary syStem@of measurement. ..

- L » >
d. A majority of Nevada teachers on all levels (elementary, junior

hign and high school) felt that students were inadequately prepared in the

' [~
. .
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metric system.

) ' e. Approximately 80% of ‘the elementar®y teachers felt therehwef?“ﬁot
adequatehguidQIines, course outlines and materialg on the metric system

t . . :
‘avatlable to them to adequately teach their students the metric system,

.

whereas only 40% of the junior high and*high school Feachers believed

. . , :
that there were no sufficient -guidelines, course outlines and materials
i . . a
available to them. '

»

' , £ Over 85% of Nevada teachers would attend an in-service metric .- . ';
. o . ]

workshop if held in their county. However, only about half‘ofcthe teach-.
ers said they would attend a metric workshop if’held on the University of

" Nevada, Reno campus. A . N ) wE
5'_‘- - - From this questionnaire, the following inference may be drawn:
while there is definitely a need for in-service metric workshops for ele-

mentary teachers of Nevada, the need is not nearly as great at the junior

and senior high school levels.

Analysis of data at various levels showed: : S
‘Y

=

| o a. Most of the elementary teachers of Nevada_ responded correctly

to questions related to meters, kilograms and liters. The majérity of .

Loy
I

the secondalyrahd jhni&: high teachers of Nevada responded correctly to

these same questions related to meters, kilograms and liters.
N T ; taid

) .

b. On the question related to Celsius temperature, 76.4% of the
elementary teachers of Nevada'respondéd incorrectly, as compared to 50%
of the secondary and junior high teachers. - T

T

c.” The ma jority oﬁwzlementar§, junior high and seﬁior‘high school
", teachers responded incorrectly to qﬁestions related to SI.and MKS. -These

differences stréngthen the conclusion that elementary teachers of Nevada =

need in-service metric workshops. In addition, they show that there is-




. 1l;
some need for an: in-service metric workshop for junior high and secon-
dary teachers. ‘ .

A eqmparison of the data obtained from elementary math methods (pre-
services) students and the elementary in-service teachers of Nevada showed: -

a. The majority of the elementary math methods (pre-service) stu-

-dents of the University of Nevada, Reno had never had a college course in

a

the metric system. This compared to 79.1% of the elementary teachers of

Nevada, who indicated they had not had a college course in the metric

N N . ‘ . 7

system.
o

*

b. A majority -of the e1ementary math methods (pre-service) students oY

of the University of Nevada, Reno as compared to 77.9% of the elementary
teachers of Nevada did not feel qualified to teach a course in arithmetic
orhspience in which the metric system was used.

LY

c. Over three- fourths of the elementary in-service teachers and pre-

service ‘methods students did not feel adequate guidelines, course outlines -

e v

and materials on the metriq system were available to them to satisﬁaetdrily' >
. . Q o
teach the metric system in their classrooms.

d. Most of the elementary math methods (pre-service) students of the

University of NeVada, Reno and the majority of elementary teachers of,

=

Nevada agreed that thgy would attend an in-service metric workshop if

offered: in their own county.

A

Inferences drawn from these responses indicate that: (1), The element- -
ary math methods (pre-service) students are not adequately'prepared in the
etric system. (2) Therg is a possible need to upgrade the e1emeqtary ‘ s

methods CUrriculum at the University of Nevada, Reno to provide a better

basic foundation in the metric system. (3) This lack of adequate~metric

preparation supports the belief that thefe is a great need for in-service ' .
. ’ ! ~

metric workshops for Nevada elementary.teachers. * o 7
> - . —
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A comparisQE of metric knowledge of in-service and pre-service teach-

. ‘L~; ers indicated: ) : .

. Tt a. There was no significant difﬁerence in the responses given by
elementary teachers and e1ementary methods students with respect to the
. Iy AN
questions relating to knowledge of the metric ‘lengths and weights.

- b. The majority of the e1ementary math methods students-and e1e-

T

mentary teachers responded incorrectly to the question re1ated to Celsius

¢ 1\
a

o . temperature. T o R .

- c.- 100% of the ‘elementary math,methods students of the University

.
- . N +

v - " of Nevada, Reno responded inco;;ectly to the questipns belated’to SI and
2 ’ Pl . ’ fy’t\‘ N -
MKS The majority of e1ementary teachers of Nevadéﬁresponded 1ﬁtorrectly
- . RN
< tie these same huestions telated to SI and MKS. '

v

From these responses, the inferences below might be drawn:

™ B | R L S

a. The elementary math methods students did not_haV%;adeguate \

o - .. . i . : . o
. - . 2

knowledge of'the metric system. v -“m

N

bs In comparison, elementary teachers of Nevada demonstrated a

ever, both elementary teachers of Nevada and e1ementary math methods

[CH - -

students of the University of Nevada, Reno were'unable to respond cor-
3 - rectly to questions related to Celsius temperature, SI ang MKS . . There-

fore, e1emenbﬁ}y teachers of Nevada and elemefitary math methods students
; N v .

of {he University of Nevada were not able to think in "metric terms."

‘ R
)

- The responses further substantiate the great need for in- sér- -
vice metric workshops for e1ementary teachers of Nevada and possib1e the
‘great need for in—service workshops for e1ementary math methods students

'-of the University of Nevada, Reno.

v ’

v
oo

,&§§

.7 knowledge of meters, 1iters and kilograms, basic metric know1edge, -how- . » :
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A comparison of the needs of \secondary pre-service and in-service

\
[ ‘\

teachers indicated' i

“
oo

3 - -

o a. Some Gf the’junior high and secondary teacherstof Nevada did
“Re i . . -
& o - not have a college course in the metric system. Only 23.5% of secondary
. ) . ~ . -
math methods students of the University of Neygda;‘Reno didynot have a
. .

oy, S significant college course in the ‘metric system.

v . b. Approximately two- thirds of the junior hggh and secon}Lry teach-
L. ers of Nevada and secondary math methods students did got feel.qualified
to“teach an arithmetic or_science course'in‘which the metric system was
? taught or.nsed. . | L ' ~ .

-

c. The majority of the secondary and junior high teachers of Nevada
A : "

and most of the secondary‘éLth methods students of the University oﬁ

\

- Nevada, Reno did not feel adequeate guidelines, course outlines or mater-

- A ials on the metric system ;?re available to satiéfactorily teach the me«

" - .
. RS S
. o

tric system in their classrooms.

d. The majority of the secondary math.methods_students of the Univ-

ersity of Nevada, Reno and.of junior high and secondary teachers of Neva-

: "da agreed they would attend ‘an in-service metric workshop if offered in
"_ o V)&&a(\.wv,_. .

ctﬁei7‘counties.
Inferences drawn from these resfonses are. that secondary math. methods

v students of the University of Nevada, Reno and junior high and secondary

5

teachers of Nevada are possibly more adequately prepared in the metric
@ system. There is possibly a need for an.in-service metric workshop for

the junior-high and secondary teachers of Nevada as the majority indicated

they would attend a metric workshop if offered.

’

A comparison of knowledge of metric system of pre- service and in-ser-

vice teachers indicated:




o _ a«< The hajority of secondary mabh'methods students of the Univer- -

sity of NeVada, Reno and a majority of  junior high and secondary teachers

wa ‘

of Nevada responded correctly to questions related td meters, kilograms

] and liters. ‘ .

bs Most of the secondary math methods students of  the University
N
of Nevada, Reno and most of the junior and secondary teachers of Nevada v -

1

responded correctly to the question ‘related to CelsiUs temperature.

.- ¢« There was a significant difference between jUnior high teachers
ﬁ N
and®secondary math methods student refponses ‘on questidns re1ating toé

. SI 'and MKS.
The inferences drawn from these responses are that secondary math
methods students of tha Univédrsity of Nevada, Reno and jUnior high and

secondary teachers of Nevada.had a knowledge of the metric concepts of
N 2

1iters, kilograms and meters; however, each sample group was unable to

» . respond to the questions on SI and MKS and were therefore unable to think

[

in "metric terms." This study further substantiates that there is a
heed for metric worshops for secondary math methods students of the

- University of Nevada, Reno and for junior high and-3econdary teachers

of Nevada; however, this need was probahly not as great as the need for
' ' v ‘
In-service metric workshops for the elementary teachers of Nevada and

elementary matg_methods students of the ‘University of Nevada, Reno.
The data further indicates that secondary math methods students of the
,{University of Nevada, Reno and junior high and secondary teachers of

. ] T
Nevada were more adequately prepared in the metric system as thetre was
a 40% higher correct response level than recorded for the elementary
teachers of Nevada and elementary math methods students of the Univer-

sity of Nevada, Rano.
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»and‘groups of elementary ‘teachers who have similar

- In general, one may conclude from the compar,t{ye studie§agh/t there

+

'.is a great need for metric workshops for elementaniﬁggachers of Nevada

more emphasis on metric education should be incorporated into the element-

4

ary math methods programs. Even t}ough the greatest need is for\metric

in-gservice workshops for elementary teachers of Nevada located in rural

, .
: counties, there is a need fox metric education for alj elementary teachers.

v q,
The surveys showed that Nevada junior high ahd secondary math teachers,
.- 1

have a’ better knowledge of the metric system. However, it 1is felt that

Pl
because the questions asked yere quite basic and. not even 75% of the .
secondary teachers could answer most‘of tHese 'simple questions, -they
.,,9' .

‘ could profit from a metric workshop. It.is recommendéd that a relevant

e .
. - o

comprehensive questionnaire be prepared and administered‘to secondary

math and science teachers in order to verify this suspected'need A
further. implication of this survey may be thattEachers feel unqualified

to use metric materials‘that are already available to them. If they

Bl

. were able to attend metric workshops, they might better. be able not'

only to utilize metric materials thdt are already available tolthem but

to wisely sélect from the wide variety of metric materials which will -

. . -
become available to them in the future. _ _ ‘ 7

aracteristics. Thus ¢

Lh e

M‘\"'

o
L
ST
< .-
¢ o
-

o e =

[

o —

LR
i e -

HEATAG TR A e R vt W o WLTOrR < .y

L TRIAE. v e srad

CEE WL

R

“~ -




